Comparing districts in:

Alma (Gratiot) Frankenmuth (Saginaw)
Ashley (Gratiot) | Freeland (Saginaw)
Kent County ISD (Kent) Hemlock (Saginaw)
E. Grand Rapids (Kent) Merrill (Saginaw)
Brighton (Livingston) Saginaw Public (Saginaw)
Howell (Livingston) Saginaw Township (Saginaw)
Traverse City (Grand Traverse) St. Charles (Saginaw)
Carrollton (Saginaw) Swan Valley (Saginaw)

Chesaning Union (Saginaw) Plymouth-Canton (Wayne)
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Traverse City
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Saginaw Public
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Saginaw Township
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Government Plan Comparison
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Middle Cities Preference

“Middle Cities supports both approaches to cost savings: Hard cap and

80/ 20 shared costs. Middle Cities pr(_zférs ]eg1s]at1on that would a]]oW '
school districts to choose a hard cap or 80/ 20, whichever works best jbr

their school district.”

David J. Zuhlke, Ph.D.
Governmental & Legislative Liaison
Middle Cities Education Associatign

826 Municipal Way
Lansing, Michigan 4891*7




MASA Preference

“MASA supports a combined proposal

Give districts option to choose between 80/20 and hard
cap plan.”

Brad Biladeau
Associate Executive Director
Michigan Association of School Administrators

Michigan Association of Intermediate School Administrators




MASB Preference

“We would prgfer that either a hard cap or percentage qf premium be
selected b)/ the ]egis]ature However, yp the compromise ends up bemg an
either/or, it's imperative that this decision be included as a prob1b1ted

subject of bargaining under PERA.”
[Per telephone later stated the PERA condition could be added in

different legislation]

Peter Spadafore

Assistant Director of Government Relations Michigan.

Association of School Boards




ESA Preference

“ESA Legis]ative Group (15 1SDs, 136 Local Districts, 220,000
students ) and School Equity Caucus endorse a

Bicameral Legislative resolution of your efforts to contain public sector
health care costs. While we support Senate Bill 007 because of it's

~ clarity and fairness we recognize that many of our districts and
associations prefer the HB 4572 hard cap approach in the House

Bill. We are favorable to this approach.”

Don Olendorf, Legislative Liaison

ESA Legislative Group
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SB7 or HB 45727

s offer savings to school dlstrlcts.
s have exceptions to the savings
s have support, and many

districts have strong preferences for one
side or the other

* A choice seems to be acceptable to alI ‘ ;

parties
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